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FACULTY PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENTS:
VI. Characteristics of Students for Whom
There Is Faculty Agreement on Desirability

Abstract

This final report in the Faculty Perceptions of Studenits series has con-
cerned, in the main, examination of students defined by a consensus of faculty
as desirable. A variety of measures were tested for relationship against
criteria drawn from frequency of being known and nomination by faculty to
several laudatory categories. The major component of general scclaim was
revealed to be academic performance, although technical difficulties {size of
sample, limited reliability of other criterion measures) may have dampened

other potential findings.
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FACULTY PERCEDPTIONS COF STULLNTS
VI, Characteristics of Students for Whom There Is

Faculty Agreement on Desirability

Purpose

Previous reports in this series (Davis, 1964b; Davis, 196kd) were concerned
with faculty definitiion of desirable student traits. 1In those analyses,
faculty raved students in terms cf general desirability and cn a nunmber of
other traits; th- analyses involved, essentially, the determination of re-
liable variance in the ratings of other traits which might be associated with
& parallel rating on the desirability dimension.

Such e study is‘not handicapped particularly {at least, directly) bty
differences ar. .ig faculty in how a particular student is viewed. The concern
is with the rclationships among verious traits as they are perceived by an

" rather than with

instructor, with one trait defired as "general desirability,'
actual characteristics of students for whom some general identification as
desirable might he estabvlished.

Cne purpose of the present analysis is to examine individual faculty
ratings and other data on students identified by a faculty consensus of desira-
tility. In addition, other data bearing on the agreement among faculty on
trait ratings of students and the relationship of these ratings to other
studert or faculty characteristics are summarized. Finally, some patterns of
absence of information about students are examined, for whateve. light this

may shed on the nature of facully interests and values, and of faculty contact

with students.
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Eight institutionsl provided eamples of faculty raters and students for the
study. At each institution a random sample of 50 to 65 studentis was drawn
from the Jjunior or senior class; at one institution an additional random sample
of freshmen was drawn.

Two instrumentis were constructed for this series of studies. One, the

Student Rating Form, has alrcady been described in some detail {Davis, 196ka);

tiris form provided, in the main, a list of 80 bimodal traits for rating on a
five-point scale. The second instrument, whi~zh provides the major focus for

this report, was the Student Nomination Form (a sample copy is shown as

Appendix A). This form provided (for each institutional group) a list of the
names of the sample of students, ised in the larger study, with provisions
for a faculty member {1) to identify those studen*ts in this group whom he

{a) knev, or (b) knew "very well”; and (2) to nominate any of these students
to one or more of six laudatory descriptions representing degrees or aspents
of desirability. These six descriptions involved the categories shown on
page A-3 of this report and deal with promise for (1) societal eminence;

(2) epitomizing ideals of college; or (3) graduate study; or, with belief thrat
the student showed (4) intellectual growth; (5) personal growth; or that he
was (6) otherwise generally desirable as & student. The Student Rating Form,
therefore, provided a relatively simple procedure for polling the general
faculty and for permitting th=zm to place or fail to place known students in

several ~ategories of promise or desirability.

lAmherst, Caltech, Co» ell, Dartmouth, MIT, RPI, Rutgers, ana Stanford.



Procedure

For each student in the samples, two current :nstructor52 (selected
randomly from the class lists) were alerted at the beginn ng (and asked at the
end) of a term to rate that student on the Student Rating Form. In addition,
at seven of the institutions, an institutional representative identified all
faculty who may have had, through :ssignment to undergraduate courses or
any advising responsibilities, contact with any of the students in the cample.
At come institutions (e.g., Amherst), all resident active faculty and a number
of administrators were approached; at others (e.g., Caltech, where many faculty
hold research appointments) only a small portion of faculty listed in the
catalog were involved. ©Some biases may have been operating in the selection
of the sample, and surely some faculty were excluded who may ha'e known some
of the students. Failure to secure 100% returns also indicates that it is
likely that the more cooperative (or those more cordial to social rzsearch)
narticipated; vet it is suspected, from comments elicited upon follow-up, that
the bulk of nonrespondents simply did not know students in the sample. The
numbers of students and faculty involved with the Student Rating Form and the
Student Nomination Form are given in Tlable 1, together with dais on returns.

Other data available for all students included Scholastic Aptitude Test
scores (SAT-V and SAT-M) (pre-college administration), high school rank {HSR),
freshman grade point average (FGPA}, cumulative grade point average (CGPA), rank-
in-class, and scores from the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (LSTT) (Myers, 1962)
(administered in the student's freshman year). In addition, for one or more of the

institutional groups, scores for *ue following instruments were available: ‘the

2At one institution (Dartmouth) attempts were made to obtain for each
student every current teacher and the major adviser,
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211 ort-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values (AVL), the California Personality
Inventory (CPI), the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS), the Ferson-
elitly Research Inventory (PRI) (8zunders, 1955), the Strong Vocational Interest
Blank (SVIB), and the Brown-Holtzman Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes (SSFA).

Preparation of data from the Student Nomination Formn. For each

instituticnal group separately, a numher of "scores’ wvere extracted from Lhe
Nominatic: Form. These included, for each student in the sample, the number of
faculty knowing that student (the "Acquaintance' score); the numher of faculiy
nominating the student to one or more of the desirability categories (the
"Desirability Consensus” score); the number of faculty knowing but not

nominating the student (the "Undesirability" seccre); and the number of nominstions
to each of the six categories of desirability (societal eminence, epitomizing
ideals of college, ete.).

Preparation c¢f data from tne Student Raling Forim. Previous work with the

Rating Form {Davis, 1964%c) has involved factor analytic study resulting in
several rotational solutions to determine the structure of the ratings. The
equamax rotation was selected, as the better of the two orthcgonal solutions,
for providing a basis for factor scores. For each set of ratings, scores for
the 18 factors were computed, using a regression welzht method. 1In additicn,
for each student, the average {over the several sets of ratings) score for the
general desirability item (appearing as one cr the 80 traits) was compated as
a separate measure of desirability.

Analysis of data. Within each iuastitutional group, correlations were

computed among the Student Nomination Form indices (Acquaintance, the Desira-
bility Consensus, and Undesirability), SAT-V and SAT-M, High School Rarnk,
Freshman and Cumuiative Grade Point Averages, the four continuous scores from
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the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (EI, or Extraversion vs. Ingtroversion; SN, or
Sensing vs. Intuition; TF, or Thinking vs. Feeling; and JP, or Judging vs.
Perceiving), and the separate desirability rating from the Str.dent Rating Forum.
In addition, correlations between Nomination Form indices and the scores from
tlic various personality and interest inventories were ccmpuind for those groups
w1ih date available.

The reliabilities of the items and of the factor scores from th: Rating
Form vere estimated using a special procedure developed by Fbel (1951). 7his
technique. based on analysis of variance, affords a test of agreement among
raters, where the identity and number of raters varies from subject to subject.
FExcluding those students for whom cnly one set of ratings with SO0% or more of
Lhe items completed had been obtained yielded 213 students for whom 510 sets
of ratings were availalle. The analysis of rater agreement was conducted with
this ~ubsample.

Analysis of variance proccdurers were used to test for relatliouship belveen
frequency of nomination to each of the s’x Student Nomination Form categories
on one hand, and, on the other, (1) the 18 factor cecyes derived trom the
Studenl Rating Yorm, SAT, and high scloo) and college grades; {2) SAT-Y wa
SAT-M; (3) 16P4; (1) ihe Homination Forn Acquainlance score; (%) lhe number ol
items, of .he total of 80. omitlted on ihe Student Rating Forw; and {6) the
Rating Form desirability item score. These analvses werc conducted fur ean
institulional group separately and for the ccombined group. The subgroups of
students on the six Nomination Form categories were established by preparing,
for each of the six categories and each institutional group, the frequency
distrivbution of number of nominations to that category, and by dividing the

group into two parts of as nearly equal size as possible (since freguency of

8
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election to any given ceategory varied substantially from institution to
institution, the numerical value of the cuiting point varieg).

Analysis of variance procedures were also used to explore the relation-
ship between the 18 factor scores and institution, the student's area of
academic major, the type dichotomies from the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, thz
rank and teaching field of the faculty rater, and a number of categories
reflecting extent and kind of contact between the student and his faculty
rater,

It should be noted that in the two sets of analyses of variance, the unit
of analysic is the set of ratings rather than the student--that is, each
separate set of ratings on the Rating Form was treated as a different case.

On the Rating Form, raters wer2 given an option to omit items where they rfelt
they had insufficient knowledge or contact to form an opinion. For the analyses
involvirg Nomination Form categories against Rating Form categories and major
variables, only those sets of ratings with 50% or more of the items complated
were employed (this yielded, for the eight institutional grouﬁs, 696 sets of
ratings on 398 students by 407 faculty members), For the analyses involving
factor <cores and institution, academic area of student and rater, and rater
contact with student, all available sets of ratings (911) vere used {regardless
of the number of omitted items).

Finally, it was felt that identification of fregquency of onits by item
on the Rating Form might illuminate what the faculty members felt were important
to observe or hed the opportunity to observe. Therefore, tallies were made of
frequency of omits by items and of omits among items grouped according to the
factor (of 16 rating scale factors) on which they had the highest loading.
Also, differences in omits for groups of items were examined »y institution,

ERIC
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by class (freshman vs. senior) in one institution with such data, by teaching
department, by teaching division of rater, and by ccllege and teaching division
of rater. In these analyses, data for one additiocnal institutiocn (Stetson

University) were available and were included.

Results and Discussicn

Responses to the Student Nomination Form. As might be expected, there were

substantial variations ameng the institutions in the extent to vwhich students
were known and nominated to one or more of the six laudatory ca-egories; these
variations probably derive primarily from.differences in the size of the student
body and faculty and thus from the likelihood that a given faculty member would
know any particular student. A number of selected comparisons ere given in
Table 2, It may be seen here that the proportion of faculty respondents knorw-
ing one or more students in their institutional sample varied from 41% to $6%,
and the proportion nominating one or more siudents to a laudatory catego.y
varied from 31% to 92%. Put another way (rows 10a and 1la, Table 2} the average
number of students known by participating feculty members varied among the
institutions from % tc 19% >f the sample (or contrariwise, the average student
was known by ¢% Lo 19% of the raculty).

Nevertheless, in spite of these variations, virtually all (9%%) of the
students in the total sample were known by at least one faculty member {row 5),
and, even more surprising, virtually all (96%) were nominated (row 6) to one
of the six laudatory categories. Similarly, virtually all students were known
by one or more faculty members who fajiled i~ nominate them {row 9) to any of
the six desirability categories. The rrovision of & form permitting nomina-

tions of students may have forced some feeling of corrulsion to nomirate them,
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although the instructions clearly did not require that kuown students be nom-
inated; and, those known but not nominated may not have been known very well.
Indeed, of 1485 instances where faculty knew students but failed to nominate
then, only 101 (or T%) of these were instances where faculty knew the students
"very well.” The fact is, however, that for practically every student in the
samples there was somewhere at least one faculty member who felt at the least
that that student was a desirable student (e.g., one of those who "represent
well some qualities and chavacteristics which make them desirable students for
this institution") and another who knew him but failed to nominate him as
desirable in any sense.

1f only the tcp three categories ave considered (rows 8 ana 8a), 7% of
the students in the samples were nominaied; almost one-half were placed in the
rost exclusive category which states promise fow “substantial centributions
to sceiety.”

This literality of nominations may, of course, be influenced nct. oniy by
the instrument but al.o by a conviction of faculty members the’ attainment of
admission or upper cl.ss status in this college attests promise or deslrability.
Nevertheless, for the institutions studied, the admissions and/or attiition
process, or the simple fact of variety of faculty members, here yields a re-
sounding stamp of faculty approval, somevwhere, for virtually every st .deat.

Relationship of nominations indices to other measures. Although each

student may have a proponent somewhere among the faculty, there are strixking
differences in visibility and number of proponents {Table B-1 in the appendix
gives some data for a random subsemple of Amherst seniors). Cne m~y still ask
if there are factors associat2d with visibility and wide recopaition of general

promise or desirability.
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Correlations among the Nomination Form Acquaintance, Desirability, and
Undesirability scores, and SAT, grades, Indicator scoreg, and the desirability
rating from the Student Rating Forn are given in Tables 3, 4, and 5. The
Acquaintance score (number of faculty %nowing the student) (Table 3) is, of
course, related to the other two Nomination Form scores {the Acquaintance score
is the sum of *he Desirability and Undesirability scores). The higher
relationship of Acquaintance to the Desirability portion may indicate that to
know & student is to like him, or 1t may simply be a function of the greater
range of the Desirability score (e.g., for Amnerst '62, the standard deviations
for desirability and undesirability are 5.2 and 3.2 respectively). DNevertheless,
the relationships between Acquaintance and the test score or grade indices
are not striking. Only two (of 16) relationships with SAT scores are significant;
one relationship is positive and the other negative. A similar picture holds
for the high school record. In all cases but one (Amherst freshmen),
relationships with college grades are positive, and several are significant
at the .05 level. Visible or memorable students could conceivably be tliose
making very high or very low graues, or those very bright or very gross, though
scatterplots reveal no evidencs of curvilinearity. It is reasonable to assume
that many factors affect visibllity--numbers oX faculty members knowing the
student, the son of an illustrious person, tre athletic star, tho student who
wants to become known, may all become visible to many raculty. 1In itself, the
Acqualitance score seems 1o have no particular meaning in terms of the control
variables, except for some slight terdency for rTaculty to know those with be'ter
grades.,

The De-irability score {Tatle 4, < r. otYer hand, seems clearly reliated

to the collere grades indices. While the majority of relationships uith the
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preadmissions measures are positive, few are significant. Relationships with
the Rating Form measure of desirability are all positive, and four are significant;
this is striking, considering the fact that the Rating Form desirability score
is a single rating or an average of single ratings by two or three faculty members.
If all students had the sane number of faculty members knowing them, the
Undesirability score would have had, as a reciprocal, perfect negative relatica-
ship with the Desirability Consensus score. Except for Amherst freshmen (ana
perhaps the Caltech and Cornell Groups), these two indices do not appear to te
related, in spite of the potential built-in bias. By definition, the
Desirability Consensus scsre focuses on students visible in positive ways,
while the Undesirability score focuses on students visible in negative ways;
neither may be assumed to identify the student who may Ye nondescript because
he has not impressed himself on many faculty members in any way. Table 5 shows
that generally the most recent grade index is most likely correlated with the
Undesirability score and that relationships are in the expectzd cdirection. The
fact that the coefficients between grades and Undesirability are not as high as
are the relationships between grades and Desirability would suggest that the
unexplained variance for Undesirability leave: more room for qualities not sub-
suned by the grade criterion. This does not hold for Amherst freshmen, where
relationships for Desirability and Uadesirability with both grades and
preadmissions indices tend to be high; this may indicate that these students
simply have not been around enough for faculty to obtain much impression of
the personal qualities which assumedly enter iato Judgment of desirability.
How many faculty members may have consciously attempted to recall aca-
demic performance of known students, or checked records tefore completing
the Nomination Form, is not knowr. Nothing in the instructions or in the
ERIC
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brief task the Nomination Form presented would seem to precipitate a bias that
would artificially inflate the relationships with grades.

Yet, whatever frames of reference faculiy use in nominaiing or failing
to nominate students, the academic performance level of the student seems a
rather substantial predictor of such favor in the eyes of the faculty.

Therefore, it is probably best to conclude that the grade average subsumes
many of tne qualities faculty consider in making the solicited nominations.
Grading is the system of huwran evaluation in which the faculty are skilled and
practiced; these results would indicate that this evaluatior. is rather pervasive.

Thne relatiorships between the indices and scores from the Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator (Tables 3, 4, and 5) are relatively uninteresting. An occa-
sional ccefficient approaches or reaches significance, though there are no
strong evidences of consistency. Myers' (1962) emphasis on the fourfold
typology (rather than score continua) as the frame vhich way produce meaningful
results (e.g., the thesis that scores on one of the four indices are likely to
behave in an orderly fashion when moderated by the other three), or her freguent
finding of cuwrvilinearity in regression, may mean that the present analysis is
too gross to permit any signicicant findings. However. there is no strong
evidence that the three Nomination Form scores are related to the contiruous
scores on the Indicator.

The lomination Form Desirability Consensus and Undesirability scores
evidence relationship in the expected directions with the Rating Form Desira-
bility score. Although these relationships are not markedly high, they arpear
to contribute reasonable validity to the latter index, whare reliability is
restricted by the fact that it is in most instan.es, as noted, a single Judg-
ment or an average of two Judgments. ({In fact, data presented later in this
report provide e 1:1iability estimate of r = .29y (see Tatle 9, page 29, iterm

80] for this criterion.)

18
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Relationships betwecn the Nomination Form indices and tne other test score
variables-~-AVL, CPI, EPPS, PRI, SVIB, and SSHA--were generally nondescript,
in that no more significant relationships than would be expected by charice were
found and that those significant were inconsistent or lacking obvious logic.
Data frou the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values were available for the
Amherst senior and RPI groups. Correlations between the three Nomination Form

indices and the six AVL scores are shown in Table 6.

Table 6

Relationships between AVL and Nomination Form Indices for Amherst and

RPI Samples

Amherst KPI

(N=62) (N=37)
AVL Index Acg. Des. Undes. Acq. Des. Undes.
Theoretical 25 22 11 30 a7 34
Economic 02 -08 17 -10 -06 -08
Aesthetic 00 c5  -08 19 03 23
Scecial -07 05 .21 -02 03 -14
Political -12 -19 30 -01 -05 ob
Religious -07  -oh 07 21 -05 -23

At Amrerst, the Theoretical scale was related significantly to SAT-M (r=.36),
the Economic scale related significantly to SAT-V {r=50), SAT-M (r=-.33),
HSR (r=-.32), FGPA (r=-.45) and CGPA (r=-.4L}, and the Aesthetic scale related
significantly to SAT-V (r=.48). 1In these instances at RPI, relationships
were in the same directions, but none were statistically significant. There
may te tendencies for students scoring nigh on the Theoretical scale to be
more visible; on the othLer hand, the patterns are not sufficiently establishred
that any brief could be hLeld for students' values ..s here measured affecting
their visibility or desirability.

ERIC
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Data from the Czlifornia Personality Inventory were availabtle for the
Stanford Sample. For the 18 CPI scales and the three Nomination Form indices,
only five of the 54% intercorrelations reached or exceeded a value of r=.15,
and no relationships were significant. The Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule data were available for Amherst freshmen and for Amherst seniors.
For its 15 scales and the three indices, only five of the 45 intercorrelations
reached or exceeded a value of r=.15 for the seniors with only one of these
five significant. For the Amherst freshmen, nine of the 54 intercorrelaticas
reached or exceeded r=.15, and none were significant.

The Svrvey of Study Habits and Attitudes, available for Amherst seniors,
proved sonewhat more interesting: relationships of the SSHA score with
Acquaintance, Desirability, and Undesirability were, respectively, r=.00,
.19, and -.32, the latter being significant at the .0l level. As in the
studies reported in the manual (Brown and Holtzman, 1956}, relationships of
the SSHA with 2bility scores are negligible, while relationships with grade
performance are moderate and positive (e.g., for SSHA and cumulative GPA,
r=.32); this means, however, that the relationship between SSHA and Undesir-
ability, for example, may be explained by their mutual dependence on grades.

Strong Vocational Interest Blank (scored on L8 scales) data were avail-
able for the Stanford group; of the 1) inteicorrelations with the three
Nomination Form indices, only two were significant {correlations in the minus
fifties between the Parmacists' scale and Acquaintance and Desirability).

Of course, there are tco many variables, too few cases, and toovlittle sub-
stance for anything to be mads of these results.

An excepticn to the general trend of these findings is provided by the

Personality Research Inventory data from the Cornell School of Engineering
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group, Correlations between the Acquaintance score, the three desirability
indices, and the 25 PRI scales are given in Table 7 (for o description of
these scales, see Saunders 11952]). In spite of tre low reliabiliiy (Messirk,
1962) of the PRI scales, and the fact that this self-rerort inventory was wu-
ministered three years prior to the time ratings and nominations were obtalned,
a number of interesting findings emerge.

The engineering student known by wany faculty (from the Acquaintance score)
appearc to te one who deccribes himself as talkative, possessing social know-
how, who is practical rather than artistic, and who iIs nct concerned with rental
exercise for its own sake., The valuad student (from the Desirability and
Undesirability scores) descrites himeelf azs lacking in insight, anxious,
patient or tolerant of frustration, able to control impulses, altruistic,
finding zest for completicn of tasks (attitude towvard work), not concerned with
status as such, socially kunowledgeable and extroverted, practical, and diec-
daining the sort of intellectual interest that wmarks the stereotype of the ideal
liberal arts student. In terms of the item content of these scales, we find that
the faculty like <ctudents vho descrite themselves as preferring prose over
poetry, newspapers over books, photography over painting, and jopular over
classical music. These Taverad students do not see thermselves as venturesome,
having a sense of humcr or self-understanding, having interest in developing a
personal philosophy of life, nor do they enjoy "thinking hard." And, they
would rather use a computer than design a new one.

Althougnh tle numbers are small and replication (perhaps with a bolstered
PRI} is highly desirable, the suggestion is that the student's report of needs,
drives, and expentancies through the FRI may prove a useful tool in predicting
faculty reaction {o him. Institutional factors may te a part of cuch

O
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Table 7

Relationship of PRI Indiczes to Acquaintance and Desirability Indices
(Corae 1l Sennnl of Engineering; N=50)

SRF
Seale (Acq)  (uNDES) (DES) DES.
1. Insightful . -06 o1 e -2k
2. Anxiety -15 20 -31%  -08
3. Self-accepting =02 20 -17 -20
4, Tolerant of frustration -0l . -28% 21 05
5. Tolerant of ambiguity -2k -09 -18 -10
6. Compwlsive -02 -03 00 00
| t. Impulsive -16 26 -37%% _33%
8. Altruistie 18 -18 32% 09
9. Talkative 3g%* 19 26 oL
10. Self-sufficient -06 -08 Q0 22
11. Gregarious 12 -06 18 10
12, Confoimity in handling aggression 18 =05 22 -03
13, Attitude toward work 18 -15 31% 27%
14, Foresight 14 -02 16 -17
15. Belief in individval freedom & responsibility -16 -2h N2 -18
16. Belief in over-all group values -15 -22 01 12
17. Social conscience 16 -01 2 03
18, Status asplration 22 DT* 02 -12
19. Socind know-how 32% 0l 33% 00
20. Social status 25 -02 27% 15
21, Masculine vigor 25 10 18 1A
22, Artictic vs. praciical -30% 06 -35%% .28
2%, Spircitusd vs, material -13 -23 Q5 (01°]
24, Frosceossive vs. conservative -03 09 -10 02
2%, Likius vo think -27% -0 -27% -21

*  Bignifi ant at 0% l-vel
*%¥ Signifiant at .01 lrueld

ERIC
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relationships, however, for the Cornell group also produced three {of five)
significzant relationships between the Desirability score and MBTI indices
(desiranle students more sensing than intuitive, more thinking than feeling,
and more judging than perceiving). The raters it Cornell consisted of the
entire engineering faculty; this homogeneity, as well as the homogeneity of
program and students, may also be a factor in these relationships.

Relationship of nomination to laudatory categories %o the major variavles.

Tre Rating Form provided not only the three indices disci ssed to this point,

but also six different ways of descr’bing promite or desirability: (1) societal
eminence, (2) epitomizing institutiocnal goals, (3) promise for graduate study,
{4) intellectual growth, (%) personal growth, zud (6) otherwise desirable.

The summary of the analyses of variance for groups derived from frequency of
nomination to these categories against SAT, FGPA, the Myers-Briges continuous
scores, the Acquaintance score, the number of omitted items, and the average

of the Rating Form criterion of desirability are presented in Table 8. This
tatle provides thie F ratios for those comparisons where sigrnificant differences
in means on the variables were found for the more frequently vs. less frequently
nominated groups, together with a symbol indicaling direction of the difference.
Here, the sywbol " >" indical=2s tne higher mean on —=he variable in questiion

was obteined by the more frequently nominated group, and the symbol " <" indi-
cates tre higher mean was cbtained by the less requently ncminated group.

The most noiable and consistent finding for the institutional groups con-
sidered ceparately is the finding that those noainatzd more freguently in the
first three cat. ‘ories have {cr had) higher freshman grade point averages in
all instances except for categories 2 anrd 3 at 3Pl ard category 1 at Stanrord.

Again, academic performance is verified as the najor universal corpouent of

O
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desirability as a student. The Student Rating Form desirability score, again
witn the exception of RPI and Stanford, also tends to confirm nomination to

the first three categories. The SAT is not so clear-cut as a component of the
nomination to laudatory categories, except at Dartmouth; here, it 1is particularly
apparent irn the nominations “o» promise for graduate study {category 3).

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator continuous scores produce generally no
orderily and consistent patterns, except at Dartmouth where those students
more freguently nominated in categories 1, 2, 3, and 6 appear more introverted,
and those nominated for personal growth more extroverted.

For the comtined institutional group, the differences are clearer,
Academic performance and SAT-V stand out nicely for t.ie first three categories.
The persoral growth category appecars reserved for those with lower SAT-V and
SAT-M scores and/cr for the'extroverted-sensing-judging (or ES.J) "types."

The Bating Form criterion of desirability is again confirmed for the first
four categories. Category 6 Joes not, for the combined zroup, seem related
to any of the variables.

Inter-rater agreement on Student Rating Form irdices. It was suspected

from the beginning of work with the Rating Form that agreement among raters on
a particular student would tz limited. Some special care was therefore taken
to ensure good ratings: raters dealt with students in current classes, knew
two to three rmcnths ahead the precise rature (and content) of the task facing
them at the clese of the term, and wore warned, through special instructions,
of the common errors in rating. Yet, the Rating Form was based on the language
(or, rore exactly, lakels) faculty use in referring to students rather ihan on
tehavioral description; there were no fornal, standard cbservaticnal situatiorns,

and kind and degree of contect veried. For example, at Rutgers, one instructor

ERIC
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invited his ratees home for dinner ard questioned them extensively on a range of
topics; another reported limited confidence in his evaluations--as an art
instructor working entirely with slides, he taught his classes in the dark and
had never seen his subjects. Also, previous study of a sample of szudents
at MIT rated on an earlier Ratirz Form used in this series revealed that marked
disagreement between two raters could be explained frequently by a single,
dramatic event (e.g.. falling a&asieep in one class) which colored rany of +the
'separate” t.,aiw evaluations., And finally, note must be taken of the fact that,
after all, contact between instructor and student in most natural college
s2ttings is rather limited indeed.

The results of the analysis of rater agreement on the 80 items of the
Rating Form are presented in Table 9; the reliatbilities of the factor scores
ere presented in Table 10. Although, considering all aspects of the situation,
the item reliabilities appear reasonable, the composites provided by the factor
scores are nci reliable encugh for any confidence. It should be recalled that
the factor scores were computed by a regression method, and that each, therefore,
is based on various combinations of 84 variables: the 80 items of the Rating
1 um, SAT-V, SAT-M, HSR, ana FGPA. For the factors defined principally by SAT
znd by grades, reliabilities would be perfect were it not for the error
introducad by tle ratings--for, in this analysis, a student could have two
different ratings but only one score or grade average of :iecord (thus, the
"reliability" of these two factors can be discounted). Future studies involving
scores tased on combinations of traii ratings, if warranted at all, shculd
prorably involve simple addition of item scores, perhaps following a less
complex structure such as that suggested by second-order factor analysis

(Tavis, 196%e).

26
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Table 9

Reliability of Ratings for Individual Items¥*

Item Content Reliability
49  intellectually quick Vel
1 high academic performance A
37 makes gooé grades with ease .58
73  high intellectual curiosity .36
56 high motivation to achieve .33
28 good at analyzing .32
34  interested in ideas .32
21 intellectually mature .31
3° willing to ask questions .31
13 above average ability .31
22 eager tc learn .31
10 has broad intellectual interests .31
70 a serious student .31
26 self-disciplined .30
ot placid .30
80 the kind of studcnt this institution should admit .29
46  reads widely .29
z creative .29
16  shows originality .28
50 indugtrious .27
4 imaginative 27
38  thorough .27
40 deep 27
25 good grasp of abstract .27
61 performs tc top of ability .e1
24 conventionel .26
2 works steadily .26
6 gregarious .26
79 high level of physical energy .26
19 rhonest .25
14 meets dead.ines .25
64  intellectually versatile .24
20 socially mature 24
31 self-direc:ing .23
5 pleasant .22
T incependent .22
76  modest 22
L8  orthodox i1 behavior .22
53 stable .21
65 affable .21
36  low need 12 stand ocut .21
74  at home in college culture .21
17 cocperative .20
32 personal gorals clear .20
39 not status-centered .20

ERIC ,
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Table 2{continued}

Item Content

15 interested in others
69  cmpen to new experience
78  good sense of huror

12 conforming
3  high interest in chosen rield
67  principled

23 calm

18 active in campus life

8  culturally rich

Le  extroverted

L4  cpen-minded

30 leader among peers

53 cptinistic

60 accepts majority values

44 sophisticated

51 high concern for welfare of others
T2 has few idiosyacrasies

e8  reszlistic in outlook

43 acts ethically

b1  willing to take direction

9 flexible

62  completes undertakings

27 altruistic

29 lirealle

66  works well with others

77 generally obJjective in forming opinions
7%  hipgh respect for human dignity
68  values like those ol facully
47 good self-understanding

3%  happy

57 fair-minded

Sk liked by peers

55 low need for reassurance

59 positive farily influence

11 seldom wo'ries

*For definition of veliability coefficients ard samnple, see description of

procedure on pace 6 of this report.

o8

Reliability

.20
.19
12
.19
19
.18
17
17
17
.16
.16
.16
.15
.15
S
.13
13
.13
.12
.12
11
1
11
1
11
.10
.10
.09
Ny
.0
.07
.05
.05
.05
.01
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Table 10

Reliability of Ratings for Factor Scores*

Factor Reliability
SAT o2
Crade achievement ST
Extraversion 29
Intellectual ability 21
Ethicality 20
Intellectual values .19
Status-cznteredness 17
Maturity 16
Conformity 15
Likeableness 2
Altruism 12
Dependability J2
Popularity .08
Self-insight .08
Motivation .08
Anxiety el
Self-sufficiency/creativity Rolt
Open-miidedness .03

*For definition of reliability coefficients and sample, see
deseription of procadure on page 6 of thnis report.

O
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Therefore, no special note is taken of the analyses of Nomination Form
indices against Rating Form indices. Summaries of the analyses of variance for
Rating Form factor scores against the six Nomination Form categories and the
other variables {teaching field of rater, kind of contact with ratee, etc.) are
presented in Aprendix C, together with brief comment.

Analyses of omitted items on the Student Rating Form. The frequency with

which each of tie 8C items on the Rating Form was answered with a "don't know"
rather than with an evaluation is given in Table 11, which is bacsed on the
total group of ratings. Of.first interest is the variation in the range of
proportion of ¢aits: the least frequently omitted item (pleasantness) was
absent in only 6% of the rating sets, while the most frequently omitted item
(quality of family influence) was absent in 84% of the rating sets.

Of greater interest, however, are the general kinds of items seldom
omittcd vs. the general kinds freguertly omitted. The least frequently omitted
items have to do with the student's general interpersonal impact on the
instructor (pleasantness, likeal eness, cooperativeness, affability), his
academic ability and performrnce, and his industry in zssigned tasks. On the
other hand, the most frequently omitted items involve the student's rcle on
carpus or among peers; intrapersoral qualities, such as self-understanding,
status-centeredness, or tendercy to worry; and items having to do with altruism.
The latter is somewhat surprising, as is the 65% omit on breadth of reading;
faculty memters, particularly in the liberal arts, might te expected to be
tremendously concerrnied atcut these areas. If they really are, they find
observations and evaluations of the studrnt in these terms difficult to marn..
In the case of altruistic values of students, faculty may be hesitant to press
their lnqui:i. far into the conscience ard awvay from tre intellect, and self-

regard characteristics would ve hard to ctrerve or infer. The absence of

an
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Table 11

Student Rating Form Items Fanked by Freguency of Omlits
“or Uppercises Groups 1n 1962 CSCS Sample¥ Fatings (N=973)

Item No. Trait ¢ Omite Item No. Trait 4 Omite
5 Pleasantness 6.1 25 Grasp of abstract 29.¢
1 Academic Perforuance 7.2 () Openness to new experiernce 29.1

29 Likeablenec 8.0 56 Motivetlon to achieve 29.5
13 Abliity 8.1 26 Sonial maturity 29,7
EE] Willingress to ask Qizstlons 9.2 79 Level of physical energy 29.7
17 Cocperativzness 10.6 ] Conformity c,1
22 Eagerness to learn 11.0 52 Creativity .7
70 Seriousress s ftudent 11.] Lo Depth 3.k
50 Industry 11.5 31 Self-direction 31.6
76 Modesty 12.1 43 Ethical 33.0
65 Affabllity 12.3 10 Intellectusl interest 33.2
49 Intellectual quickness 12.6 (38 Intellectual versatility 33.6
38 Thorcughness 14.6 4y Social sophistlicaticn 33.9
7L Argumentativeness 7 €1 Principled 3.0
23 Tenseness 14,9 57 Falreminiedness 35.7
1k Meeting deallires 15, 77 ObJectivity 35.9
41 Willingness ror direction 15.2 58 Realism of outloock 6.4
21 Intellectual maturity 17,3 72 Idtosynoretic 3.6
& ineginativeness 7.6 35 Happiness 37.2
€1 Performarce per avility 17.6 63 Optimiem 37.8
3 Analytical ability 17.7 15 Self-2enteredness LC.6
73 Intellectual curiosity 16.0 32 Clarity of personal geals k1,5
3% Interest in tdesas 16,8 & Cultural richness 42,0
2 Steady work 19.6 3C Leadershlp emeng peers L3.1
16 Originality 20.3 b6 Ability to work with others L3,2
78 Sense of humor 20.9 36 Need to stand out L1
62 Completes unieitakings 21.0 54 Liked by peers L5.8
53 Stebility 2.2 E Need for reassurarce LE.4

Orthadoxy {in tehavior) 2e.5 & Acceptance of malority values L7.9
L2 Extraversicn 2:.6 €8 values like faculty 8.3
ol Corvertionality 2i.3 L7 Self-understanding 50.5
7 Independence 23.5 75 Pespect for tuman dignity 50.5
L5 Cpen-minisiness 23.6 11 Terdency to worwy 51.4
6 Celf-ilscifpline 1] 16 Fartizipation in camgpus life 53.6
5 Gregarioisress 25.0 51 Cor.cern for others' wellare 56.1
19 Horesty 25.4 k) Status-zenterediress 56.8
37 Ease in texirg greles 25.6 27 Altruiisn 52.9
9 Flexibility 1.5 Ly Preaith of reading 2
7h Ease in college cultuire cE.0 £y Quality of fanily influence &b,
3 Intersss In chosen field 8.5

* Arheret, Calteck, Cormell (Ergirrers), Dartmzuth, MIT, *PI, Butgers, Stenford and Stetsain
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knowledge about breadth of reading--confirmed by relatively frequent omission
of intellectual interest, versatility, and "values like faculty"--tends to
suggest that in the playing out of most courses, faculty do not or cannot press
hard to probe these depths. Instead, they react to the student in terms of
his perscaal warmth, his academic ability and performance, and his orderly and
thorough attention to assignments.

Table 12 shows the proportion of omits by institution and for the 79 items3
grouped in terms of the factor on which they had the highest loading. Of
primary interest is the variation by institution as well as the previously
noted variation by type of item. For the former variaticn, both Stetson and
Amherst faculty omitted fewer than 20% of all items, while the proportions
exceed LO% for Stanford, Cornell, and MIT. With regard to variation by
factor cluster, it is interesting to note tnat three areas found previously
(Davis, 196Ub; Davis, 1964d) to be astociated with desirability apart from
gradec {ethicnlity, intellectual values, and altruism) are in the most fre-
quently omitted half of the distribution, while likeableness is the least
frequently omitted factor cluster. Perhaps some attention might be given
to ways of facilitating the visibility of these other qualities within the
structure of upper-class course wnrk.

The institutions (cclumns) and factor cluster aveas {rows) in Table 12
ate ordered in terms of frequency in the total compilations. Within the ranks
across rows or columns there are come interesting variations. These may be

more readily observed from data presented in Table 13, where the variation

“The geineral decirability item wars omitted from these analyses.
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28.7
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Tatle 12

DARTMOUTH RUTCERS CALTECH STANFORD CORNELL

Percent of Omits for Factor Greupings of Itews, by College
(Based on 79 Ltems, 973 ratirgs, 1962 CSCS Upperclaes Sample)
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. Self-sufficiency
J. Oren-mindedress
K. Altruism

L. Maturity

M. Popular.ty

N. Arxiety

Q. Self-insight
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Table 13

Ratios of Observed Over Expected Frequencies of Qmits

by Factor Grouping ani College {1962 CSCS Upperclass Sample)

AMHERST CALTECH CORNELL DARTMOUTE  MIT
.68 1.08 1.01 .5 1.15
.38 1.33 .85 1,12 .89
1.10 1.01 .93 1.00 1.07
.81 1.039 1.14 .61 1.00
1.1k .82 .68 .96 1.17
1.0l .97 .33 1.03 1.09
.36 1.15 1.61 64 1.23
1.09 1.02 1.01 .97 1.1
T9 .56 1.18 .95 .99
W64 .99 1.0€ 1.01 1.06
1.20 .93 .9h 1.10 .91
.83 K] 1.15 .81 1.15
1.8 .92 L2 1.1} .92
1.16 .97 .98 1.02 €3
1.21 .36 .86 1.06 .E5
1.01 1,01 92 .99 .90
1607 3852 3095 3376 2438
19.2 3.9 L0 6.5 L5.8

34
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&1
88
.80
1.38
.62
1.03
1.00
.87
1.11
1.11
.93
1.34
70
.90
1.23
1.05

1147

Zf

ﬁ o? Total
R'e Posgidle
for

RUJIGERS STANFORD STETSON ~'r Category
.93 1.24 LBl 1225 18.0
69 1.23 1,04 975 16.7

1.02 .98 1.0% 1561 32.1
LT .35 1.02 2047 35.1
1.10 1.14 1.03 893 30.8
.95 1.08 B6 1249 25.7
.66 1.43 L2 360 9.2
.93 1,06 87 1356 2:.8
.87 1.03 1.08 1510 25.9
93 .56 .98 1991 26.2
1.12 .66 1.12 2015 51.8
.97 1.10 76 1059 27.2
1.23 1.01 .90 1508 L6.5
1.23 .88 1.09 1674 3s.0
1.14 .80 1.16 1713 58.7
1,07 .87 1.28 1100 37.7
2024 2898 2305
28.5 %3.7 17.6

"Expected" frequencles for each cell were obtafired in the conventional rmnner, by multiplyirg column
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which is influenced by both institutional and item content total prorortiocns
is taken intoc accourt through the computation of an expected frequency and

the reporting of the observed-over-expected ratics. A ratio beliw 1.00 sihows,
of course, that the factor cluster was less frequently cmitted than would have
been predicted from the total from the institution and the content area. The
data gen-rally are reascnable in terins of the nature of the institution and
are worthy of careful study by the reader.

In one instance (Asherst), parallel groups of fresrmen vs. seniors were
available. Raters wers not ideatical, of course, but there was some overlap.
Results of a comparison, by factor cluster of items, for the two classes is
given in Table lk. In most instances, there is fairly uniform gain in pre-
sumed knowvledge of the students, and the seniors are much tetter krowr than
are the frestmen. This is reasonable, of course; but, it also tends to
confirm an element of conscientiousness and caution by the raters.

Of firal interest in tre analysis of omits are the tabulaticns by factor
cluster and teaching department of rater (Table 15) or teaching division
(Tables 16 and 17). Interpretations of these analyces rust be qualified by the
general origin of the content of tre Rating Form. For example, one earlier
stud. concerned with faculty deccriptions of desirable student behavicr in a
department of edication (Hyers, 195} produced content for ratings tiat was
quite grecific to that depart c:ni, =and quite different from that of the Rating
Ferm. Alco, departmental difierences may stem from differences armong students
rather tran among raculty, as tost instrctors rated, in the upper-class rsamples,
treir own raji-rs.

Ir Table .9, “were ir considerable variation bty deparime:t, from 4% total

omits for ROTC inmstructors (wio must te accustured to cteervation end trait
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Puranevt of Omity e Yasror Groupings of Ttems: Amberst Freshion vs. Amherst Senio
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ratings) against 43% for Elechrical Engiveering faculty. 1In general, the
engineering, natural sciences (except tiology). and mathematics faculty were
either more hesitant %o rate students or less Concerned to observe, with
economics and hisiory aleo running high in ounits.

How the facior clusher zraas vary by department of ra’er is mire readily
apparent from the date in Table 16, where depariments are grouped into
divisions. Frequencies of omits for the socizl sctiences follow very closely
the prorortions for the total group, as, indeed, 4> the frequencies for the
Watural Sciences (withn pocsikle excepiicns %oward greater number of omits in
e intellectual values ard rpen-mindedress areas). 1he proporticn of omits
for protessional fields are lower in all factor clusters than are tne
corresponding proportions for +the total gro.p with the exceplion of intellectusal
ability, ard the omits ror ihe humanities ars luwer tharn trose for ths fotal
except for populzr-ity. Tne engineers, as previously notel, run higher
proportions across all clusters, with the greatest discrepancy from total
proﬁortions in the arecs of intellectoal values, litesbility, and maturitiy.
Yor those interesisd in divisiorn-vy-irstit.tion treakldowns, appropriate data
for seven of the institutions (ihose wiin reasonavle N's in each division) are
presented in Table 17. Variation by divisior seems smzller at Amherst,
Dartmouth, aad M.T and “arger at Caltech, Futgers, and Stanford (at Cornell,

the discrepant division had only eight cages)e

Some Farting Speculavions

Trese results could te interpreted o add force to the argument for
reinstaterent of prades as tie critovion in which farulty peally Lelicve, vith

the additivnsl provic. fram th previcas ¢

ERIC
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less able students whose socio-ethical heart seems in the right place, and vho
are therefore nice to have around--or, at least, are not resented their place
on the canpus. A mere reasonable possibility is that ~he qualities sought

in the basic goals of the study are not amenable to thz relatively superficial
surface analysis euployed, that deeper probing into tre personality organiza-
tion and functioning of the individual student is necessary. Still anotner
possibility is that the really desirable student emerges from a dynamic
interaction of traits, producing a number of unique structures but in totoc
resisting fragmentation into the unique trait components which the design
employed may produce. If so, wanageable ways and mezns to describe the student
as a whole need to be sought. Also, facultv may need their attention directed
to specific events or may need their oppertunity to cbserve and study students
enlarged.

The nature of the criterion employed here may limit the results. With
virtually no student for whom some faculty mermber did not vcte as desirable,
assignment to the "not desirable" group means a refutation of the judgment of
some (albeit a minority of) faculty memters. Criteria of general visibility
and consensus are imposed on the criterion of desirability. Those students
on whom many agree may be the conservative, safe bets., The description which
Frederiksen has construczted of Winston Churchill as a s£udent (Frederiksen,
195h) would indicate that tre promise of such a student would, at the least,
te hotly controversial. For future studies, the implication is thz. a simple
trait-br-trait decscription of students on the one hand, and relatively glotal
identification of a gereral quality of desirability on the other, is not
erougn.  The ancuracy or uniformity of verception of t.aite ie nse sufficient’;
clear among faculty, even on those students +ho a great many a_ree ave Lighlv

\f*:irable.
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At this level, indeed, it may be reasonably suspected that many of those
students who stand out do so kecause of some variable not tapped by this study.
A visible and acceptable role in student goverument, a single, but public,
acclaimed stand on some issue dear to faculty, a famous father, or the absence
of obvious sin (togethe:r with good grades) may be at the root of a consensus
of desirability. The avsence of clear-cut trait patterns from the ratings
would suggest that that level of arnalysis is not the one which explains the
discrimination azong students. One remedy would be to search out the factors
that contribute to (1) visibility, and (2) desirability; another, and more
sophisticated approach, might be to identify, faculty member by faculty member,
who is desirable, what complex of traits is involved in this judgment (rather
than simply all the things the student happens to be), and what actual
characteristics of the student and the Jjudge help explain the judgment and its
basis. Finally, it is apparent that the problem is broader than that of the
desirable student: it may be better to ask what is a desirable student
population in the department (Fernande=s, 196L) or in the college as & whole,
or, what tvpes (key comvinations of traits) may produce environments of
different sorts. Indeed, it 1s possible that some individuals with unattractive
qualities may contritute in positive ways, for both faculty and students, to

the department or campucs milieu.
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EOUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE
FORM FN-2  (1962)

Student Nomination Form

T Your Nome Rank

No. Years of lnstitution

Teaching Depariment

Teday's Date

Oun the inside page are listed the names of a sample of students fromn a current class
at your institution who are being studied in a vovperative project between the institution
and the Educational Testing Service. The research is designed o capitalize ou insights of
the teaching facully concerining characteristics of desirable students which may or may
nol be apparent in grides or test scores, Your assistance is a most important part of the

larges rescarch.
The informalion requested will be regarded as confidential and will be used for research

purposes only,

TN 000 78 Y
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Insiructions
1. Plcase scan the following list of students and pluce & cheek mark by the name
of cach student you know or with whom your veeall having had any coutaet,

Then answer the item at the bottom of this page and the questions on the facing
page.

{Names of students in ihe sample to be rated are entered here)

2. Mense review thuse names yout have ehecked and place a second cheek mark by
Q the names of stadents you feel yan kaow particalialy well,

ERIC
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3. The statements below ask for nominations of various kinds, Note thal nomination
calegories generadly hoegmie less eaclasive as one moves down the page. In making
these nominutivas, please use only the students wamed on the facing page whom
you feel you know well enought 1o nominate for the distinetion or statement of
promise given. You neny nominate, in cacle instanee, as many of the students
nanied as you likey or you nsty muhe ne neminations, You may nominate o given
student more than once. Neminations anay be vecorded by name or by the student
wmber on the preceding page.

a. Of thase named an the preceding page, these students seem Lkely la attain impartant positions
of leadership and to moke substznbial contributians to saciety aftercallege: .

b.  While nat necessarily likely ta otain fame as impartant leaders of society, these students seem
ta epitomize the highest ideals af the institutian in scholarship, ccademic achievement, citizen-
ship, and personal growth: __

2. These studeatls seem particu'ariy suited far graduate study in the field of interest:—

d. These students, while passibly nol achieving at the highest levels in absalute terms, have exhib.
ited o laudatory amounl af intelleciual growth from the college experience:

e. These students, while passibly not achieving ol the highest levels in absolute terms, have demon:
s'rofed o lovdatary amount of personul und social growth from the college experience:

£, These shudents from the list on page 2 are persons | know that have not been nominated obave,
ye! are persons | feel that represert well some Qquclities and characieristics which moke them
desiteble students for this instbion,
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Appendix B

Sample Data from the Student lominaticn Forn
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Appendix C
Analyses of the Factor Scores from the Student

Rating Form
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LTI TN R T SO SR oo el Ui i ey ne ey b i Und e appeniiio
ares Thiliod by Coo Do veadnbilit ol Lo atreior seorens (oo Table hey b ZIOR
Ioveriseless, Uor Lhose interected In mnowing where hign ris’t gpesulations wy
lead, ihe recults ou the several analyoes with the factor scores are preseniel
here with Interpretutive courments.

The 18 raciors have been described in some detail in a previocus report (Davis,
Ui factor cooves conduciing Lhe anilyvses

voobtaining

)

IAh Y Che proceder e

v been oullinesd on vaos C-7 ol it procent report.  For owid in interprolling

tie 1ables, bowever, trne rolloving faclors are royrecenied:  uependabilid, (3epP);
intellectual ability (fa); conformity (CIF); intellectual values (IV); etnicality
(TH); motivation (MOT); likeableness {LIK); extraversion (EXT); self-sufliciency/
creativite (S2C); cpen-minnedness (QG1); altruiom (A1) witerity {(MAT); vopilarity
(1 0); rreedom trom anxietr (ANX); srvde pertorvem s (GRD); tegicd selolaslie
aptitude (54); self-insicht (81); and frecdom trom siatus-centeredness (85¢). It
shouln te noto! thal Lhe srade pertormances and tested scholastic aptitude factors
are drawn priucipally from actual prades and toest ecores, rather than frem he
ratings of the student on the 80 traits.

Tables C1 and C2 present the sipnificant F ratios for the various tests made.
Tables C3 through C7 present the directions of the differernces for the instunces
of significance shcwn in Table C2, with the serial numbers assigned to the
classification colurnn in Table C2 repeated as appropriate for identification of
the same classifications in Tables C3 throu:sh £7.

L4
Factor gcores against Homination Form cateporiesz. Table Cl surmmarices the

resulis of the unalyses of variance concerned with testing for relationchip
tetween the 18 factor s:ores vs. frequency of nomination to each of 1he six

O
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desirability categorizs of the | » inatiorn Form {for definition of thress categeries,
see . 2).

Tnough these analyses are, as noted, limited by the low reliabilities of
the “actor ascores, several findings are of scme interest. First (see particu-
larly the data fcr the combinred gro p), nomination to tne rost selective
categories (tie first three) does apvear to be related to the grades factors,
tc the scholastiz ability (TA and SA) factors, and to the motivation factor.

Ine results are most consisztent and lcgical for the graduate study category
(category 3), vhere ratince idertify those nominated as more dependable, able,
intererted in ideas, and rotivated, as well as higher on the factors formed
prircipal’y by grades and tected ability (SA). It would seem generally that the
graduate study nominations zre more clear-cut, more explicable. This finding is
cerzainly reasonalle, considering the prcbable values of the raters.

In tre tovtom threz categories of desirability--intellectual growth,

fezirability category--ibe results for the grougps

&

separately and comtined seem to indicate that these categories (particularly thz
personal growin categorv, category 4) terd to te a durping ground for nice

fellows for whor some of the prositive things caid avout those nominated to higher
categories canrot te caid., The factor score directions are reversed in many
instances from their dircetions for higher categories. Those cited for intellectual
growth stand higher on intellectual values and grades while those cited for
rersoral growth stand higher cu ethicality, extraversion, altruisr, and popularity,
tat lower on ability ard frecdom from stalus-centeredness. Such findings tend

to support the esrecific validity of tre ratings. It should be noted that the

last catlegory ic exclusive, ac il could contain only persons considered desirable
tut who do rot fit previnus nitegories; in the combined group, these students

tended to te rated lower cn dependability and conformity but higher on ethicality.




3

Those areas found provicurly (Davis, 176bb; Davis, 1u6kd) tc ke related te
derivabillyy separate ard apart rrom achievement--iikeableress, ethicality,
cpen-uindedness, altruism, and freedem from status-centeredress--generally
wagh out when placed against tne Tiret four Herination Form criteria. Although
tfere are czceasional groups whose scores appear sigsnificart, there seem to te
e logical patterns of or explanationg for the scores when ccasidered factor
by favter, except for the :radec and abilit, factors, where the vrincipal
loadir ;s are actual grades and test georern ratvter ttan trait ratings.

Fertaps the absernce ¢f censistent patiem.s in the other areas, although
this may reflect differences among institutions, 1s a funeiion cof the low
inter-razer agrzement. For Stantord, the nerirations data are sparse, and the
ecriterion groups themselves could be at fault. The rost striking feature of
the data, however, is thre absence of clear confirmatior. of the vrevious findings
(obtained when tre eriterion of desirabiliy was the judgrent of the rater him-
self ratber than the consensus of his colleagues). PRevond the clearly cognitive
elements roted in the previous and in the prerert analyses in the bvody of this
report, no clear arnd consistent patterrs of desirable traits emerge. Components
of desirability beyond throse of ability and performance appear elusive. It is
likely that this is a function of the very low reliabtility of the factor scores
drawn from the Rating Fc_mi, but it cannot safely be argued that the hypothesized
relationships would emerge had the factor scores been reliable.

Factor scores ggainst institutional groups. With regard to differences

among institutional groups (Tables C2 and C3), it would appear, first, that on
10 of tre 18 factors there are differences a ~rg the institusicns. Scre of
the differences are readily interpretatle: for example, the engincering
groups (and Armrerst, where the frechman group no doubt centritutes) are
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eneraliy rated lower on intellectual values; cr the scholastic aptitude (S4)

[

coores, nesvily welghted with actual SAT scores, follew the differences in
institutions!l weans. Wiy UCaliech faculty should rate theic studentes high
on geif-vulficiency/erestivity and MIT facalty rate their studsnts low on
tie zare trait, ov why FPI Taculty give their students tow ratings on motiva-
+icn, open-nindedness, matarity, porularity, and self-insight, is not clear.
Studenats ray tenave differsntly. or faculty wmey hold cherished prejudices,

of tnese differences would in most cases seem to te uvest

intinate kpnowledge of <he institaticns, if indeed

real.
na differences telween the Amherst freshmen ve. the upper-class groups
sn o more rezdily understandable. The faculty rate freshren lover on inteliec-

tested

tasiostilily and voelues, ethicality, maturity. and

sorolzetis rutitade factor (34} places this gro

adent majer. Tne differences amcng stuadents

Faoll: JIorvo graineot

croubed booares of wojor (Tetle Ch) are rost interessting, waore on nalf of
re 18 faciors i pwans Tor the groups differ. The professional fields

crosp, oo cetoralizetions vust ve limited by wne srall rnumbers, are ratec

voand grades, and lowest on intelleciual values, freeden
tron gnxiety ar status-centeredness, and (actual) schoelastic ability.
Fryireering ond tre natural sciences groups are pretty mach allke, 'rith
netatle differenves from students in other areas in their superiority in
cenolastice ability ard freedon fror anxiety, and their lower standings on

.

Prcetl stoel valies ant esolf-insicnt; englueors appcac mere covoernod it

o
crecral statog thoan do natural codence maors.  Hunanities rajeors are rated

irneelleoctual values., Soclal soence majors fall clese to the all

ERIC
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students means except on intellectual ability (higher) and (actual) scholastic
aptitude (lower). The several juxtapositions of the intellectual ability vs.
the scholastic aptitude may resull from different standards among the groups
which are unrelated to aciual or absolute ability levels: e.g., the natural
science majors are judged against weove rigorous standards.

Factor scores against llyers-Briggos Type Indicator classifications. When

the 16 MRTIT types are considered separately (Tatle C5) differences appeer on
five of the 18 scales. For tns motivation factor, a combination of intro-
version and intuition seems to Le most ravorable, with introversion the more
important el<ment. High ratings are assigned to 3 IN.. types, INFP, INTJ and
INFJ, and to 2 IS-- types, 1S7P and ISFJ, and low ratings to 2 E-F. types,
ESFP and ENFJ. Tre tyres viewed as most open-minded are 3 -.FJ types, ENFJ,
INFJ and ESKFJ (whose extraversion of feeling makes them all value surface
harmony), and ENFP (whose guick perception of the views of others is easily
mistaken for asreement). ES_P tyres are seen as least open-minded. Concerns
for mersonci status are telt to mark the BE.TP groups particularly, but not
the TS8FP or the INT. groups.

Of more interest are *he differences in grades, scholastic ability, or
grades ve. scholastic ability. The high achievers are the I.TJ groups and
th> ENTFP's, the low achievers include all combinations involving S with P,
the E-TJ groups, and tre ENFP's. On scholastic aptitude, the well-known
distinction between the I's (high) and the §'s (low) appears. However, if the
difference I1n the ctondard score levels on the grades vs., the scholastie

aptitude may te taken as a rough index of over- or underaclhieverment, the F3T1J's

F /Jd's, FSFP's, and ISTJ's in this sample oveirachieve, while the ELTJ's,

II7i:"'s, and ENFP'e underachieve. 1he ESFP's and ESTJ ¢ core off better on this
O
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basis thar in Myers' (1962, p. 7) analysis of a larger sample on grades znd
SAT alone witncul vatings, and the IWIJ s come off worse.

For the four tasic types separazely, the introverts are rated higher on
rotivation, grades, schclastic ability, znd freedom frcm status-centeredness.
The intuitives are higher on intellectusl wvalues as wel: as (as expected) on
scholastic ability, bur are less conforming or pepular than the sensing
types. Tre feeling tyres are rated as more cpen-minded, though less "extro-
verted” in <he meaning of the rating scale factor, which in this cow..cxt may
gimply wean less Toreceful. Perceptires are rated, amazingly, less open-minded
cr altruistic than Judging lypes, but more sble. Open-mindedness would ceem
a reasonavle component of the rerception preference as defined bty Myers.

at the .0l level, may mean that those who

,...
o
©
=
T

This contrary i1esult, signif
forus on adding and incorporating new experience, rathar than in ccming to
conclusions, in a situation where the instiuctor js atterpting to lead students
to certain judgments, are viewed as rigid in their failure to accepl these
prorulgated points of view. This point needs (urthrer, careful investigation.
The developrent of the judging function is indeed an important goal cf higher
education, but gpen-mindedness is also valued. TIf this appears to be only &

desire for students to te "open" to the instructors' views and not to
extraneous slirmli, there might te utility in soul-searching.

Factor scores arainst facully characteristics. Only three scales produce

different levels for the clascification of faculty by rank (Table C6). In-
structors and professors scz students as less conforming than do the two
niddle grours. The major differences in level of ratings of open-riindedness
and celt-incipght ceem to core Trom tie nondescript "other" group, a ccllecticu
of graduate teaching assistants, administrators, and others, and are thus

difficult to inteirret.

a7



Half of the 1B scales are reluted to “he teaching fiezld of the rater
{Table ~0). Thesze differences nay irdeed te zs mueh a function of student
rated as o! the faculty uemker, Tor by and large instiactors rated students
in their courses. levertheless, it ic interesting to note the extrere levels
in tre nonacedetiic greup, whd produced the highest means on intezllectusl
wazues, extraversion, altruism, maturity, ond self-insight, but lowest on
freedom from status-centeredness, grades, and scholastic ability. Engineers
and ratural sclentists tend, in contrast to social scientists, tc take &
harster view of ineir students’ ability (intellectial ability vs. schclastic
aptitude).

Facwor sccres agaiast extent and kind o rater-rates coatact. Of the

18 factors, three wppear quite freguently to Le related to type of caantact
between tacully member and studeans (Tulles 2 and U7); these are inteliectuzl
values, self-sufficlercy/ereativity, and altruism. Siudents high on intel-
lectual values mast he well known, preferably through conference or advisory
sessior. or through observation in the dormitory or on the campus. Students
high on self-suffiCLGLuy/:reativity nust also be known well or extensively i1n
contacy oth » then through class, advisory, or academic consaltation. TFer-
ception of tro student as altruistic ig also enhanced Yty conlact; absence cf
current contact deprecees ratings, and krowing in the social context cf (he
campvs ernances racings.

The lavge nuriter of differecca2s which appear as a function of degree cor
type or rater contact with students underrcores the impertance of this variable.
In some cases experience or contuct appears to lower the level of rating fe.g.,
rmotivaticn, open-mindedness, ycpularily, and freedom from sla‘us-centeredness);
in >ther cases, knowledg: of or contact with the student raises his rating

O
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(e.g., conformity, intellectual values, extraversion, self-sufficiency/
creativity, altruisu, self-insight). In some cases, fariliarity may breed
contempt; in others, time or contact apperrs an importent element in permititing
higher ratings. This may suggest gqualitics which prompt Ximited vs. continued
acquaintance, of coursc, but the qualities seem more likely to represent the
aszurmptions an instructor would be prorpted to make upon casuval vs. extended
contact,

QOther data here would suggest that the context 1n wnich an instructor
sees or knows a studen® is important. This is consistent with findings else-
vhere {l.e., Wherry, 1952). TFor example, students kaown througn extracarricular
activitiss (Classitication 15, Tatle CT7) are rated much higher than those rot
known in this ccntext on confeimity, extraversion, self-sufficiency/creativity,
altrvism, and self-insipgbl. Those known through academic consultation are
vieved quite high on grades and self-insight, but quite low on self-sufficiency/
creativity and freedom from anxiety. (ertainly the reasons behind student or
faculty member assuming ihe initiative for making a particular kind of conlzact
are indicative of the situation and nay bLe outlined by tuiese differences; yet,
the fact of particular kind of contacl may bias the faculty member.

1te fact that the nature or extent of contact affects level of ratings is
not particularly daraging to validity of ratings; each student has a chance to

1

experience a variety of kinds of contact, and those he “'chooses” may jindeed
belic nis underlying traits. On the other hand, since one may expect consid-

erable variability among faculty memters in tue nature or extent of contact,

the limited inter-rnter agreeent secms more plausible,

Q R
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Sumary ol E-O.-IOH variance:
Institution, Student Major,

Table C2

F A ™ 7 ¢ R
|
Claswification ar A B [+ D E ¥ [ H 1 g X L M N 3 P Q R
pEr | TA | cor ) 1v) Em} wor] wyr | mer, sse| om| arr| smar] wor)] amx| @] sa{ s1| PR
—_—— 4
1. Inetitution {eight) /903 2.61 | 2.948| 2.15 2.7 2.65 2.86¢ 3.30% ...S._ 8.56% 2.30
2. Ambeyst fr., Amherst ar., 2/908 3.20 s.61¢| 6.07%] 4.03 1.8 3.9 5434 6.30m 9.6
all otlice comdined J
3. Amberst {r. ve. all ctbars 1/909 5.05 9.39%| 8.06# 5.04 10.cee| 2. 28]
b, Studcsis' major area 3 /906 291 1 200 1 £ el 206 2.59 | 3.05%|58.2k*| 3.19 | 2.94
i "
5. The sixteen indicator types 15/895 2.1 1.95 2.0k uabua“ u.nl
6. Indicator: E's ve. I's 1/909 9.66% LTS |16.90= wo.RL
7. Indlcatr: G's ve. N'e 1/909 7.22%| L.83 8.90% 130.90%
0. isdtcator: T's ve. F's " 1/909 566 k.00
9. Indicator: J's va. P's 1/909 11.28%| 3@ 10.05% ._
10. Rank of ratcr &/906 2.79 2.57 _..oo-_
11. Aroa of rater‘s teaching field bL/906 3.29 465« _ 3.12 4.83%| 2.97 2.8 | 9.81%| L' 2.
12. Mmber "unknown”™ responsze © 3o 3.07 |13.12%(15.7T* 1.47e T7.938 2k 48 [ 6. 7B |Ug.29%| 2,73 | 2. 3.23 9.9k¢| 2.76
"{, Acquairtance score quartile 3/997 L_kg» 5.5.._ 3. 5.7T#{11.45%) 5 0% |18, T~ 3.57 | 5-12%] 3.9
1%, length of tim atudent known  7/902 2.07 | b.61%] 2.0 G.oom 5210
15. Kizd of poesent contact with & 7/903 3.20% _ _ 2.70%| 3.24e 5.13% [ 3.80e 2.03 | £2.90%| L.A6n| 3.q0e
16. Btudest in gne class ve. DOt s0 1/909 10,350 6.60 5.20 r.35% 5.25 | 8.51%
17. Student in more than one claps  1/909 5.95 9.70% .65 L.95 |25.91¢
¥s. Dot so
15. Student knom via assigoment 1/909 11,13
Teviev va. ot ac
19. SBtudemt kncwn via lsb vork 1/909 .55 ]13.86= 3.32¢
Y. oot o
20. Student Mnown via conference on  1/909 b 67 15.04% 10.05%| 4.88 14.36% 11r.168) 5.55 | 6.07
scad. work ve. ool so »
21. Studemt Imown via couference on  1/909 18.86% 6.18 17.32%( 5.19 35 bw T-R* 5.6
persanel maiters ve. DOU 80
2. Ftudent lowvn as advipes ve. 1/909 12.60% 5.2 p7.39+
wot a0
23. Pldent Mnown vi  other faculty 1/9u9 8.53% 4,12 | T.25%
va. not eo !
2k, Jtudent krowm via obmervation,  1/909 6.57 | 8.7ue 20,27 a.7a» 5.80 ph.21e p2.25% [+-31 rr.m? 6.08
Gorm or cmmpus, ve. not 8o
25. Studmt rated before eiams, 2/908 h.58 3.06 561 ] 21.37*
after exmm, or date unknown { a

(w -

Y1l }

Bignificant P Ratios for Factor Scare [ifferences within Selected Claesifications Invelving
In’dcator Types, Class of Rater, erd Contact between Student and Rater

‘*31gnificant at or icyond the
Q4 level of confidence
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Factoxr Score Means for Students Grouped by Area of Academic Major, Where Apalyses of Varlance Yield Significent F Ratios

Classificatior N B ¢ D E N o P " Q R
IA CNP IV ETH ANX GRD S A S I STC
4, Area of student's academic major

Engineering 356 Lol Lo8 L0 Lg2 513 L8 524 Loo L93
Humanities 95 L9 488 532 L7 L&D 510 L63 530 Lo8
Natural Sciences 243 Lg0 75 L89 °n 507 506 595 498 919
Professional Fields 15 Lg8 541 L6k 512 L8o €61 t:) 502 L68
Secial Sciences 202 521 485 502 491 496 S0k 435 51€ 493

TOTAL . o b1 489 489 k96 3 Lot 503 502 500

NOTE: Humanities 1ncludes art, languages, English, music, philosophv, and religion .
Natural Sciences includes tbe natural sciences aod methematics.
Professional Flelds {ncludes business administration, city planning, education, jourualiem, and speech.
Social Scilences includes American studies, anthropology, ecooomics, history, political sclence, psychology, and s.ciology -
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Table C&

Fudtor Seore Meanc ros Ratlngs Grouped by Rank sud Teaching Fleid of Rater
wWhere Acalyces of Vurlence Yield Sizrisficent ©° Bntics

Classification ped B 54 n u 7 K L o P Q i

ll LA CHF T orT RS ALD M7 LED 5 A 5 I GTC
10, Hank

I:structor 111 LYaN 500 s17

rust., Prof. 200 501 91 48y

Afsoe, £rer. P Loy 510 L2

Professor 84 4,2 518 s11

Lher 93 500 sk 933
1i, Tewching Fleud

Englneerlng 217 196 471 Lgy W Lb3 “83 519 LB Lol

Humenitics 221 437 500 L81 502 507 458 & 506 90%

fiaturnl Sei. 161 Lty Ly 7%l 4 &1 Cly 535 «93 507

Nonrendemic T 405 52 pn Sih yL3 w2 475 554 4450

Scecaal Sedl o110 5Ll Lo, ~83 hoo iy L3 STh Sl %05
[J/TAL 9LL byt Lb9 Leg kg2 08 488 ug6 Lot 503 w2 00

WTE: Departments assigned %o arcas oo defined in footnote for Table Ch.
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e 7 {Continved)
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